Whether there are gender differences in lying has been largely debated in the past decade. 
using their MTurk ID and their IP address), I keep only the first observation. Similarly, in case the data come from iterated games, I keep only the first observation.
Overall analysis
I start analyzing all 65 studies together. To do so, for each single study, I use logit regression to compute the effect of gender on honesty (which is a binary variable) with and without control on age and level of education (when known) 2 . Logit regression applied to single studies has the limitation that, if the dependent variable can be perfectly predicted, it returns no coefficient. For example, if, for a given study, all females act honestly, then logit regression returns no coefficient. This happens rarely in these dataset (3 studies over 65). When this happens, I do a correction by adding one data point by hand in such a way to maintain the sign of the effect.
Then I build a .csv file with thirteen columns : study, genderc, genderse, genderc_control, genderse_control, altruistic_lie, black_lie, capraro, levine, greenberg, kouchaki, rode, cohen , where, for each study, genderc (resp. genderse) is the coefficient (resp. the standard error) of the logit regression predicting honesty as a function of gender without control on age and level of education; similarly, genderc_control (resp. genderse_control) is the coefficient (resp. the standard error) of the logit regression predicting honesty as a function of gender with control on age and level of education; altruistic_lie and black_lie are two dummy variables that represent the consequences of lying in the corresponding sender-receiver game 3 ;
and capraro, levine, greenberg, kouchaki, rode, cohen are dummy variables representing the research group of the corresponding study, which I include as a potential moderator 4 .
On this new .csv file, I first conduct a meta-regression by launching the stata command metareg genderc altruistic_lie black_lie capraro levine greenberg kouchaki rode cohen , wsse(genderse) and then I test whether the gender effect depends on the categorical variable of lie type by launching the command test altruistic_lie black_lie. In doing so, I find a significant effect (p = 0.03) of lie type, suggesting that, indeed, gender differences in lying depends on the consequences of the lie.
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Altruistic white lies
Next I analyze gender differences on the decision to tell altruistic white lies, namely, lies that benefit another person at a cost for the liar.
Dataset
I analyze N = 2,940 distinct observations, in 20 experimental conditions: fourteen by my research group, and six (unpublished) by Emma Levine's. In all these conditions, lying is socially efficient, whereas telling the truth minimizes payoff differences.
Analysis
On average, 76% of males versus 83% of females acts honestly. Random-effects metaanalysis finds that females are more honest than males (effect size = 0.469, 95% CI 
Figure 3. Forest plot of the meta-analysis of the gender differences in telling Altruistic white lies (with no control on age and level of education).
Also in this case, it is formative to note that the overall effect is relatively small, and this might explain why previous research failed to consistently detect gender differences. A power To the best of my knowledge, this is the first meta-analysis on gender differences in lying, which also takes into account the consequences of lying. The closest work I am aware of is indeed a meta-analysis of empirical studies measuring (dis)honesty using the die-under-cup task (Abeler, Nosenzo & Raymond, in press ). In the die-under-cup paradigm, subjects roll a die, privately, and then are paid according to the outcome they report. In this way subjects are incentivized to misreport the outcome (Fischbacher & Föllmi-Heusi, 2013) . Thus, among the black lie, the altruistic white lie, and the Pareto white lie conditions, the one that is nearer to the die-under-cup task is the black lie condition: in both the black lie condition and the die-undercup task the liar benefits from the lie and the lie harms someone else (although the negative effect of the lie on someone else is somewhat more salient in the sender-receiver game, where another player is directly harmed, than in the die-under-cup task, where the experimenter is indirectly harmed). In line with the current meta-study, also Abeler et al (in press) finds that males are more likely than females to lie.
The main innovation of the current work is to consider also the consequences of lying.
Taking them into account is crucial, especially in light of previous work on lying aversion, social preferences, and deontological judgments, which suggest that gender differences in lying may depend on the consequences of the lie. For example, Erat and Gneezy (2012) found that females are more dishonest than males in the case of altruistic white lies, while males may be more dishonest than females in the case of Pareto white lies.
In contrast to Erat and Gneezy (2012) , the current meta-analysis shows that males are more dishonest than females also in the case of altruistic white lies. Cappelen et al's (2013) results are trending in the opposite direction as the original effect.
As described in the Theoretical Considerations section, the overall pattern of results is consistent with the hypothesis that females and males do not differ in the intrinsic cost of lying, but they differ only on social preferences: males are more selfish than females and more concerned about social efficiency than females; while females are more concerned than males about reaching an equitable distribution of payoffs. Further research should be devoted to test this other predictions of this hypothesis. For example, it would be important to explore gender differences in telling altruistic white lies in situations in which lying minimizes payoff differences, while being honest is socially efficient and maximize the individual payoff. The aforementioned view predicts that the sign of the gender difference in this case should switch.
Future research should also explore gender differences in telling spiteful lies, that is, lies that harm both players. Unfortunately, this kind of lies has been studied very little in the literature. The only study I am aware of is by Rosaz and Villeval (2012) , who found only 3.9% of lying. They did not report gender differences. Exploring gender differences in the decision to tell spiteful lies is an interesting avenue for future research.
Another interesting route for further work regards finding potential moderators. The current analysis found no heterogeneity effect in the meta-analysis. Of course, this does not imply that the gender effect is not moderated by any variable. It could simply be that I was not able to detect because of insufficient power or insufficient variance. Exploring whether the gender effect is moderated by other variables could be an interesting topic for further research.
In sum, here I studied gender differences in lying using a large dataset of 8,728
observations on the sender-receiver game. I found two clear results: males are more likely than females to tell black lies, and males are more likely than females to tell altruistic white lies (at least when lying is socially efficient). Future research should explore gender differences in the case of Pareto white lies and spiteful lies, and in the case of altruistic white lies, when lying minimizes payoff differences, while being honest is socially efficient and individually optimal.
